FILED

NOT EOR PUBLICATION FEB 21 2006
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS AT e SURT SERPPEALS

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

PARAMIJIT SINGH MANN, Nos. 03-72753
04-72261
Petitioner, 04-74762
V. Agency No. A79-577-793
ALBERTO R. GONZALES, Attorney
General, MEMORANDUM
Respondent.

On Petition for Review of Orders of the
Board of Immigration Appeals

Argued and Submitted January 11, 2006
San Francisco, California

Before: NOONAN, W. FLETCHER, and CALLAHAN, Circuit Judges.
Petitioner Paramjit Singh Mann (“Mann”) petitions for review of three

orders of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”). Mann applied for asylum,

withholding of removal, and relief under the Convention Against Torture. The

first order under review is the BIA’s affirmance of the Immigration Judge’s (“1J”)
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denial of relief on the basis of an adverse credibility determination. The second
and third orders under review are denials of a motion to reopen and a motion to
reconsider based on an alleged denial of a fair hearing.

As to the first order under review, we review the credibility findings of the
BIA and 1J for substantial evidence and will only reverse if the evidence compels a
contrary result. Chebchoub v. INS, 257 F.3d 1038, 1042 (9th Cir. 2001). Based on
the record before us, we hold that substantial evidence supports the 1J’s adverse
credibility determination. The IJ cited several inconsistencies in Mann’s
testimony. These inconsistences are a legitimate basis upon which to base an
adverse credibility determination. See Singh v. Ashcroft, 367 F.3d 1139, 1142-43
(9th Cir. 2004). In addition, the 1J found Mann’s story to be implausible. See
Berroteran-Melendez v. INS, 955 F.2d 1251, 1257 (9th Cir. 1991).

The second and third orders under review are the BIA’s denial of Mann’s
motion to reopen and motion to reconsider. Mann alleged that he had been denied
a fair hearing due to the lack of a competent interpreter. The BIA’s denial of a
motion to reopen or a motion to reconsider are reviewed for an abuse of discretion.
See INS v. Doherty, 502 U.S. 314, 324 (1992); see also Cano-Merida v. INS, 311
F.3d 960, 964 (9th Cir. 2002). Mann had the burden to show that “a better

translation would have made a difference in the outcome of the hearing.” Perez-



Lastor v. INS, 208 F.3d 773, 780 (9th Cir. 2000) (citation omitted). Mann
presented an alternative translation as part of his request. However, he did not put
forth any reasons as to how the second translation differed in any substantial way
from the first or how he was prejudiced by the first translation. Thus, Mann failed
to meet his burden and the BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying his motions.

PETITIONS DENIED.



